Recent debates about the role of 3-D within cinema (and other media) have contained the traces of a largely anti-stereoscopic agenda that can be traced back to critical responses to 3-D in the 1950s. This article considers how British film reviews from the 1950s and 1980s established potent terms of discussion around the 3-D technology, its potential aesthetic development, and the role of stereoscopy within cinema. Exploring the parameters that the original reviewers set in place concerning the 3-D aesthetic, notably claims around realism, novelty, and gimmickry, the article argues that the language and terms of 1950s British film reviewers have worked to set an agenda that resonates through both the 1980s 3-D revival and modern day digital 3-D. Given those elements have defined the anti-stereoscopic agenda that has developed over the last six decades, this article will explore the foundations of that agenda through analysis of the main arguments and opinions expressed by British film critics in the 1950s, and the return (and re-emphasis) of those opinions in the 1980s 3-D revival. These moments of 'agenda-setting' in popular criticism will be shown to have defined 3-D as a novelty technology, not a source of art or creativity, a language that continues to recur in the modern period. 4 The focus on a technological subject is a departure from those reception studies that focus on specific films, genres or directors, allowing the article to consider the role of British film reviewers, cultural critics and industry commentators in creating and reinforcing a particular agenda around 3-D technology. 5 To paraphrase Barbara Klinger, the value in analysing film reviews (and 3 reviewers) lies in establishing how language is mobilised to define and contain film technology in the wider culture; producing rhetoric that helps 'to establish the terms of discussion and debate.' 6 Moving from a specific film to a film technology, however, creates unique problems for the analysis of historical discourse, as such technologies have often been often overlooked in favour of more traditional tenets of film reviews such as 'plot and character, or regarded as a vulgar necessity in critical debates about motion picture art and popular culture, 7 The rare times when technology has been heralded, the focus has been on the possible enhancements it can offer to realism or audience immersion. 8 As this article will demonstrate, critical responses to the introduction and resurgence of 3-D have moved between these different camps, as
[T]he stereoscopic film never had artists to back it; it was only a technician's dream (Raymond Spottiswoode, 1951) 1 Discussion of, or analysis of, stereoscopic 3-D technologies has been curiously absent from academic literature.
2 Most film histories reduce 3-D to a brief aside about the 1950s (where it functions as a cautionary tale of a technological step too far), while the technology's continued presence through the following decades is rarely addressed within the academy, despite the recent expansion in 3-D film, television and other media. Historically, the most potent source of 3-D discourse and analysis has been found within film reviews, allowing newspapers, trade journals and magazines to define the parameters of the stereoscopic debate. These positions include business and economic merits, the assumed dissatisfaction of the cinema audience, accusations of gimmickry and repetitive aesthetic tropes, most often based around objects being thrown at the audience.
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Given those elements have defined the anti-stereoscopic agenda that has developed over the last six decades, this article will explore the foundations of that agenda through analysis of the main arguments and opinions expressed by British film critics in the 1950s, and the return (and re-emphasis) of those opinions in the 1980s 3-D revival. These moments of 'agenda-setting' in popular criticism will be shown to have defined 3-D as a novelty technology, not a source of art or creativity, a language that continues to recur in the modern period. 4 The focus on a technological subject is a departure from those reception studies that focus on specific films, genres or directors, allowing the article to consider the role of British film reviewers, cultural critics and industry commentators in creating and reinforcing a particular agenda around 3-D technology. 5 To paraphrase Barbara Klinger, the value in analysing film reviews (and reviewers) lies in establishing how language is mobilised to define and contain film technology in the wider culture; producing rhetoric that helps 'to establish the terms of discussion and debate.' 6 Moving from a specific film to a film technology, however, creates unique problems for the analysis of historical discourse, as such technologies have often been often overlooked in favour of more traditional tenets of film reviews such as 'plot and character, or regarded as a vulgar necessity in critical debates about motion picture art and popular culture, 7 The rare times when technology has been heralded, the focus has been on the possible enhancements it can offer to realism or audience immersion. 8 As this article will demonstrate, critical responses to the introduction and resurgence of 3-D have moved between these different camps, as commentators struggle to ascertain the aesthetic possibilities of the technology, consider its relationship with ideas around 'realism,' and make assumptions about audience dissatisfaction.
To explore how debates have been constructed around 3-D, the article intends to focus primarily on pre-digital stereoscopic technology, and its reception in mainstream British publications. In the two periods explored here, publications were chosen from across the political spectrum: 1950s reviews are taken from popular mass market titles and that it presented 'the world... in all its solidity and reality, as if we were looking out of a window.' 15 The recurring linguistic elements of that popular discourse would recur when 3-D films were produced and exhibited throughout the 20 th century (and into the 21 st ): reality, a reflection of nature, a mechanical recreation of the optical properties of the eye itself, and the idea that such 'natural' and 'real' images were solid and substantial. 16 The first reviews of the 1951 'all-British' stereoscopic film technology described entertainment 'in a most life-like form,' displaying 'a very real feeling of surface texture' with water that 'really does look wet,' and featuring objects that 'looked so realistic you wanted to reach out and touch them.' 17 The continued emphasis on the reality (and solidity) of nature was enhanced by the choice of topics for two of As the Glasgow Herald noted, this novelty ensured 'the "shorts" were curiosities, fascinating glimpses into the future,' rather than dominant or central elements of the film landscape.
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The emphasis on novelty and gimmickry in both trade and popular press reviews was most often identified with previous technology and specific stylistic and aesthetic elements of the 3-D technology. The association with other processes was most commonly a link to synchronised sound, the last major technological revision of cinema at the levels of production and exhibition. As this conversion had been both costly (across the industry) and contentious (often seen as enforcing an American technology onto British films), the connection was used to fuel both optimistic and The glasses debate began with the first 3-D films screened in 1950s Britain, and newspaper reviews set an early negative tone: 'To get the three dimensional effect, I
had to wear tinted stereoscopic spectacles...
[which] is a strain.' 50 Despite one reference within the popular press to the glasses as 'magic spectacles,' a more disapproving (and prosaic) tone became common: a February 1952 report noted that one of the 'problems' with these films is 'the need for the audience to wear the special spectacles,' while another commentator described the polaroid glasses as 'a snag... For a time... the novelty alone will attract the crowds; we might then expect a great number of films to be produced in haste and rushed to the theatres in an effort to exploit the enthusiasm. Because of the deficiencies of these hastilyproduced films, we might then predict a flagging of public interest, a reaction of the industry against the technique, and a period of relative inactivity in the field, followed in time by a steady and constructive growth as the more farsighted producers perfect the medium. In one sense, this is standard film industry practice: an emphasis on the modern and improved version of an existing technology over previous iterations. This is not restricted to journalistic or critical articles. In production notes for Jaws 3-D (Joe Alves, Universal; US, 1983) 1950s 3-D equipment is described as 'cumbersome,' only capable of providing 'gimmicks.' The new 1980s system (here, Arrivision) is, by contrast, described as innovative, able to heighten the underwater drama of the blockbuster sequel. 61 Arrivision technology features in several reviews: 'sharper, bright and altogether easier-on-the-eye image than any of its forerunners,' and 'the best 3-D process so far seen, giving an impression of real contour and reality.' 62 However, it was more common to find the underlying technology being referred to in a negative context: 'it is difficult to believe that stereoscopy will ever revolutionise the cinema, if only because -as has been proved before -there is a severe limitation on the number of plots which will accommodate broom handles being poked into one's face.' 64 That notion of history repeating itself ('as has been proved before'), and the emphasis on aesthetic gimmicky and narrative, underpinned the critical repetition of the 1950s agenda: that 3-D technology was not the correct path for the future of cinema.
That tone of uncertainty and dismissal was set early on, with promotional and 
